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USA BARCELONA HOTEL LAND
COMPANY I, LLC, an Arizona limited liability
company,

1 9 RICHARD C. HARKINS , a n unma rrie d ma n,

20 ROBERT J . KERRIGAN (CRD no. 268516)
An unmarried man,
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GEORGE T. S IMMONS  a nd J ANET B.
S IMMONS, husba nd a nd wife ,

23 BRUCE L. ORR, an unmarried man,
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Re s ponde nts  Ge orge  T. S immons  a nd Bruce  L. Orr re s pond to the  S e curitie s

Divis ion's  Reply to Pos t-Hearing Brie f of Respondents  George  T. S immons  and Bruce  L.
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Orr (the  "Re ply"). Mr. S immons  a nd Mr. Orr re s pond only to ne w is s ue s  ra is e d by the

Securitie s  Divis ion (the "Divis io n ") of the  Arizona  Corpora tion Commiss ion

3 The Div_i_§i_Qn's "Motion By 4§m_bush" Tactics

4
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The  Divis ion introduced its  Reply by s ta ting tha t it "addresses  only specific issues

tha t especia lly need correction." It then does everything but address  those  issues, and

6 presents  new a rguments . The  Divis ion conducts  its  motion practice  in much the  same

way tha t it conducted the  hearing in this  matte r. As  was  addressed in de ta il in prior

brie fs , the  cla ims aga ins t Mr. S immons and Mr. Orr se t forth in the  pleadings , and which

we re  de fe nde d by the m in the  he a ring, we re  sole ly for "controlling pe rson" lia bility. In

post-hearing pleadings, the  Divis ion firs t a lleged and presented the ir a rgument tha t they

had brought and proven a  ca se  for direct liability. Mr. S immons  and Mr. Orr did not

defend against those  cla ims, nor did they consent to do so.

In the  same manner, the  Divis ion presented one  case  in the  Securities  Divis ion's

Pos t-Hea ring Brie f filed July 8, 2016 (the "P HB"), only brie fly addre ss ing the  merits  of

its  motion to conform the  notice  to the  evidence  (the "motion to conform"). Then the

Divis ion used its  "Reply" to pre sent new a rguments  about the  motion to conform. While

the  Divis ion's  presenta tion of new a rguments  in the  Reply is  improper, Mr. S immons  and

Mr. Orr will address  them he re  of necess ity.

1 9 J udge  P reny Spec ifica lly Recognized  tha t Ne ithe r Mr. S immons  nor Mr. Orr

Expres s ly or Implied ly Cons ented  to  Trying  Is s ues  of Direc t Liability.

2 1

22

20 The  Divis ion

makes a  flagrantly fa lse  and misleading s ta tement in footnote  2 on page  2 of its  Reply,

cla iming tha t the  "issues appeared to be  tried with Simmons express  consent, s ince  he  did

25

23 not obje ct to the  Divis ion's  motion...." In fa ct, Judge  P re nt spe cifica lly re cognize d a nd

24 accurate ly sta ted the  obi section of Mr. Simmons, and the  other Respondents, on the

record. Cn page  1268, lines  6-14, of the  Hearing Transcript, Judge  Prent s ta ted tha t,
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1 "I believe we have no agreement from the
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1 2

13

1 5

1 6

18

1 9

21

22

23

24

25

with re s pe ct to the  motion to conform,

re s ponde n ts o n  th a t . .. .(e mpha s is  a dde d)"

Brie fin g  th e  Mo tio n  to  Co n fo rm . J udge  P re ny invite d the  Divis ion to cove r the

4 motion to conform in its  P HB. Tra ns cript: pa ge  1268, line s  13-14 (He re a fte r, re fe re nce s

to the  Tra nscript a re  s e t forth a s  T: (pa ge num be r),  (line s ).  The  Divis ion chos e  not to

6 a ddre s s  the  me rits  of its  motion to conform in de ta il in its  P HB. The  tre a tme nt of its

motion to conform a mounte d to a  tota l of nine  line s . P HB, pa ge  43, line s  12-20. The

Divis ion s im ply c ite d Ariz . R. Civ. P . l5(b), a nd the n ignore d a ny furthe r a na lys is ,

re lying sole ly on the ir fa ls e  cla im, a ddre s se d a bove , tha t "All of the  is sue s  in the  he a ring

we re  trie d with the  e xpre ss  conse nt of the  pa rtie s  be ca use  the re  wa s  no obi se ction to the

m otion." P HB, pa ge  43, line s  15-16.

Mr. S im m ons  a nd Mr. Orr file d the ir pos t-he a ring brie fs  by s im ply pointing out

the  mis s ta te me nts  of the  Divis ion, pa rticula rly e mpha s izing the  fa ct tha t e a ch of the se

14 Re s ponde nts  s pe cifica lly obje cte d to the  motion to confonn (a s  a cknowle dge d by J udge

P re ny), a nd tha t the  motion ha d not be e n gra nte d.

Th e  Divis io n ' s  Im p ro p e r Us e  o f a  "Re p ly"  Brie f. Ra the r tha n prope rly re plying

17 to Mr. S immons  a nd Mr. Orr, the  Divis ion s pe nds  the  firs t five  pa ge s  of wha t is  la be le d a

"Re ply" to pre s e nt a  ne w a rgume nt s upporting the ir motion to conform. As  a  pre te ns e  to

s upport ma king its  ne w a rgume nt, the  Divis ion cite s  a  s ta te me nt in Mr. S immons  P os t-

20 He a ring Brie f, a nd cla ims  tha t Mr. S immons  mis s ta te d the  re le va nt le ga l s ta nda rd by

re fe rring to the  "funda m e nta l unfa irne s s " to Mr. S im m ons  if the  m otion to confonn we re

gra nte d. The  fa ct tha t funda me nta l unfa irne s s  a nd la ck of due  proce s s  e xits  if the  motion

to conform we re  gra nte d is  not a  mis s ta te me nt of a ny s ta nda rd. It is  me re ly a  fa ct.

Ru le  15(b ). The  s ta nda rd for gra nting a  motion to conform to the  e vide nce  is

s tra ightforwa rd, a nd is  fully s e t forth in Ariz . R. Civ. P . l5(b). Dis cre tion to gra nt s uch a
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5

6

m otion is  a lwa ys  with the  court.  In orde r to a void a ny pos s ible  confus ion which m a y

a ris e  from the  Divis ion's  pa rs ing, the  a pplica ble  rule  s ta te s  in its  e ntire ty:

"Whe n is sue s  not ra is e d by the  ple a dings a re  trie d by e xpre s s  or implie d

cons e nt of the  pa rtie s , the y sha ll be  tre a te d in a ll re spe cts  a s  if the y ha d

be e n ra ise d in the  ple a dings . S uch a me ndme nt of the  ple a dings  a s  ma y be

ne ce ssa ry to ca use  the m to conform to the  e vide nce  a nd to ra ise  the se

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

is sue s  ma y be  ma de  upon motion of a ny pa rty a t a ny time , e ve n a fte r

judgme nt, but fa ilure  so to a me nd doe s  not a ffe ct the  re sult of the  tria l of

the se  is sue s . If e vide nce  is  obje cte d to a t the  tria l in the  ground tha t it is

not within the  is s ue s  ma de  by the  ple a dings , the  court ma y a llow the

ple a dings  to be  a me nde d a nd sha ll do so fre e ly whe n the  pre se nta tion of

the  me rits  of the  a ction will be  obs e rve d the re by a nd the  obi e cting pa rty

fa ils  to s a tis fy the  court tha t the  a dmis s ion of s uch e vide nce  would

pre judice  the  pa rty in ma inta ining the  pa rty's  a ction or de fe ns e  upon the

me rits . The  court ma y gra nt a  continua nce  to e na ble  the  obje cting pa rty to

me e t such e vide nce . (e mpha s is  a dde d)"

17 The Elements Required to Grant a Motion to Conform are Not Present in

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

th is Ca s e . Gra nting a  motion to conform re quire s  s e ve ra l e le me nts , none  of which is

pre se nt in this  ca se . The  rule  pe nnie s  a me ndme nt o n ly "whe n is sue s  not ra is e d in the

ple a dings  a re  trie d by e xpre s s  or implie d cons e nt of the  pa rtie s ." Cle a rly, a s  re cognize d

by J udge  P re ny, Mr. S immons  a nd Mr. Orr obje cte d to the  motion to conform, a nd the

ne w cla ims  ra is e d by the  Divis ion in its  pos t-he a ring brie f we re  not fully de fe nde d in

ple a dings , in dis cove ry, or in e vide nce  pre s e nte d a t the  he a ring. Mr. S immons  a nd Mr.

Orr de fe nde d only thos e  cla ims  known to the m, a s  s e t forth in the  origina l or the

Ame nde d Te mpora ry Orde r to Ce a s e  a nd De s is t a nd Notice  of Opportunity for He a ring

(the  "Notice ").
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1 Ne ithe r Mr. S immons  nor Mr. Orr ga ve  h is  Expre s s  o r Implie d  Cons e n t. It is

2 uncontrove rte d tha t the  Divis ion ne ve r a ske d a ny of the  Re sponde nts  to e xpre s s ly conse nt

to  trying  is s ue s  no t ra is e d  in  the  p le a d ings . In d e e d ,  e v e n  in  m a kin g  its  m o tio n s  to

4 conform ,  the  Div is ion  d id  no t ind ica te  wha t c la im s ,  if a ny,  it be lie ve d  conform ing  the

3

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

e vide nce  would ra is e , a nd the re fore , could be  trie d.

Th e  Div is io n ,  in  its  R e p ly,  a rg u e s  th a t re m a rks  b y Mr.  Kitc h in  in  h is  o p e n in g

s ta te m e n t tha t Mr.  S im m ons  wa s  "d ire c tly invo lve d  in  fra ud" s om e how in fo rm e d  Mr.

S im m o n s  o f th e  u n m e n tio n e d  c h a rg e s  a g a in s t  h im ,  a n d  th a t  th e re fo re  h e  g a v e  h is

"im plie d  cons e nt" to  trying  thos e  is s ue s . The  Div is ion  in te n tiona lly ignore s  the  m a ny

occa s ions  during  the  he a ring  whe re  bo th  Mr.  S im m ons  a nd  Mr.  O rr s pe c ifica lly s ta te d

tha t the  only c la im s  a ga ins t the m  tha t we re  be ing he a rd we re  thos e  of controlling pe rs on

lia b ility th a t we re  s e t  fo rth  in  th e  No tic e ,  a n d  th a t th e y we re  n o t d e a lin g  with  d ire c t

c la im s .  S im m ons - T: 26 ,  6 ,  17-21,  T: 28 ,  8-22 ,  T: 1242,  23-1243,1-6 ,  Orr- T: 29 ,  4-15 ,

14

15

16

18

19

2 1

22

T: 1269,13-23.

Te s tim ony a t the  he a ring  wa s  s o  c le a r tha t no  e xpre s s  o r im plie d  cons e n t wa s

give n tha t ne ithe r Mr. S immons  nor Mr. Orr be lie ve d tha t de ta ile d a na lys is  a nd a rgume nt

17 re g a rd in g  R u le  l5 (b ) wa s  n e c e s s a ry.  As  n o te d  a b o v e ,  J u d g e  P re n y re c o g n iz e d  th a t

Re s ponde nts  obje c te d to  the  m otion to  conform . Cle a rly,  the  m ultiple  s ta te m e nts  of Mr.

S im m ons  a nd Mr. Orr s pe c ifica lly contra dic t a ny c la im  of e ithe r e xpre s s  cons e nt (which

20 wa s  ne ve r re que s te d) or im plie d  cons e nt. In  a d d itio n ,  th e  Div is io n  d id  n o t o b je c t o r

re s p o n d ,  e v e n  wh e n  Mr.  S im m o n s  a n d  Mr.  O rr  m a d e  it  c le a r  th a t  th e y we re  o n ly

de fe nding the  controlling pe rs on c la im s . The  firs t re quire d e le m e nt for gra nting a  m otion

to conform, e xpre s s  or implie d conse nt, doe s  not e xis t.23

24 Gra n ting  the  Motion  to  Conform would  p re jud ic e  Mr. S immons  a nd  Mr.

25

26

O r r . Eve n if conse nt we re  pre se nt, the  motion should not be  gra nte d be ca use  the

gra nting of the  m otion "would pre judice  the  pa rty in m a inta ining the  pa rty's . . .de fe ns e  on
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1 0

11

the  merits ." Rule  15(b). In this  ca se , a s  s ta ted in Mr. S immons  Pos t Hea ring Brie f, Mr.

S immons and Mr. Orr were  not a fforded the  opportunity to exe rcise  the ir rights  to (1)

answer or otherwise  respond to the  new cla ims in pleadings , (2) conduct discovery with

respect to these  cla ims, and (3) present additiona l de fense  evidence . At a  minimum, Mr.

Simmons would have  filed additiona l pleadings , and ca lled additiona l witnesses  who

were  on the  witness  lis ts  of the  Divis ion (but whom the  Divis ion chose  not to ca ll to

testify, presumably because  the ir tes timony would not have  supported the  s tories  of other

Divis ion witnesses). Those  witnesses  had nothing to add with re spect to controlling

person cla ims. It goes  without saying tha t, a fte r the  hearing, Judge  Preny cannot, as

permitted by Rules  l5(b), "grant a  continuance  to enable  the  objecting party to mee t such

evidence ."

1 2 The  Divis ion Concea led  the  Purpos e  and In tent of The ir Motion. One  of the

1 3

1 4

1 5

1 6

1 7

1 8

1 9

most important and te lling factors  re la ting to the  Divis ion's  motion is  tha t a t no time

during the  hea ring, even when making the ir motion to conform, did they specifica lly s ta te

the  purpose  of the ir motion. Had the  Divis ion s ta ted tha t the ir purpose  was  to add cla ims

of direct liability not conta ined in the ir Notice , the  Respondents  might have  been able  to

be tte r address  the  merits  of the ir motion directly a t the  hea ring. Ins tead, the  Divis ion

concea led the  purpose  of its  motion to conform, firs t revea ling it only in the  Divis ion's

initia l P os t-He a ring Brie f.

20

2 1

22

In its  origina l and amended Notice , which were  the  only forma l notice  given to

Mr. S immons  and Mr. Orr of cla ims  aga ins t them, the  Divis ion only a lleged tha t Mr.

S immons and Mr. Orr were  liable  sole ly because  they were  controlling pe rsons  of

Respondents  USA Barce lona  Rea lty Advisors , LLC ("Ba rce lona Advis ors ") a nd/or USA

24 Barce lona  Hote l Land Company ("Ba rce lona  La nd Compa ny") (Barce lona  Advisors  and

25 Barce lona  Land Company a re  sometimes re fe rred to collective ly a s  the  "Ba rce lona

26 Entitie s "). Wha t the  Divis ion cite s  a s  conduct indica ting tha t Mr. S immons  and Mr. Orr

23
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9

1 0

11

1 2

1 3

1 4

1 5

1 6

1 7

were  de fending direct cla ims  aga ins t Mr. S immons  or Mr. Orr was  actua lly de fending

only aga ins t the  controlling person cla ims. Judge  Preny, by his  comments , recognized

tha t Mr. S immons and Mr. Orr opposed the  motion to conform, and had only defended

aga ins t those  controlling person cla ims. The  fact tha t the  Divis ion presented evidence ,

and tha t Mr. S immons and Mr. Orr asked questions about evidence , used to try and

es tablish direct liability cla ims aga ins t the  Barce lona  Entitie s  or some  or a ll of the  four

individua l Respondents , does  not show tha t: (a ) e ithe r Mr. S immons and Mr. Orr had

notice  of cla ims tha t were  ne ither conta ined in the  pleadings  nor specifica lly announced

during the  hearing, or (b) tha t they defended aga inst the  unknown cla ims.

The  Divis ion did not e xpre ss ly notify Mr. S immons  or Mr. Orr tha t the y would

ma ke  cla ims  of dire ct lia bility e ithe r in ple a dings  file d, or during the  he a ring. The

Divis ion ra ise d those  cla ims  for the  firs t time  in the ir P HB. Give n the  multiple

Respondents, the  many issues being heard, and the  varying positions of the  Respondents

on many issues , the  only poss ible  way for Mr. S immons  and Mr. Orr to know wha t they

should or should not contes t, was  by re fe rring to the  pleadings  in the  Notice . There  is  no

dispute  tha t the  only a llega tions  in the  pleadings  aga ins t Mr. S immons and Mr. Orr were

for controlling pe rson lia bility.

1 8 Cas es  Cited by the  Divis ion a re  Dis tinc tly Diffe rent than th is  Cas e .

1 9

20

2 1

22

23

24

25

26

The cases

cited for the  firs t time  in the  Divis ion's  Reply a re  wholly unlike  this  ca se , and have  a

s ignificant s imila rity to each other. In each of the  cases  cited, whe ther a  tax court appea l

(Janis  v Commiss ione r) or a  board of immigra tion deporta tion appea l (Cortez-P ineda  v

Holde r) the  pleadings  were  conformed to cover a  na rrow issue  clea rly involving only one

pa rty. More  importantly, the  pa rty oppos ing the  conforming motion was  the  only pa rty

aga ins t whom the  conforming cla im could be  made . In sharp contras t, this  proceeding

involved dozens of cla ims pled against s ix Respondents , and tried against four separa te

individua l Respondents  a t the  hea ring. Ne ithe r of the  Barce lona  Entitie s  could a fford to

27
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1

2

hire  counsel, and since  a  legal entity must be  represented by counsel, they could not

defend themselves  a t the  hearing. Because  the  only known cla ims aga inst Mr. S immons

3 a nd Mr. Orr we re  for controlling pe rson lia bility, re quiring the  Divis ion to prove  cla ims

4

5

6

7

against the  Barce lona  Entities  was a lso defending aga inst the  controlling person cla ims.

Actions  taken to require  the  Divis ion to prove  cla ims aga ins t the  Barce lona  Entitie s  in no

way implie s  tha t Mr. S immons  and Mr. Orr we re  not de fending any unpled direct liability

cla ims aga inst them.

8

9

The Division Deliberately Misled the Respondents About the Issues the

Division Intended to Raise Post-Hearing.

1 0

11

1 2

13

On the  multiple  ins tances  during the  hearing

when Mr. S immons  and Mr. Orr s ta ted tha t they were  only de fending the  controlling

person cla ims, the  Divis ion kept s ilent, both mis leading, and impliedly consenting to the

pos ition of these  Respondents . There  was  no way for Mr. S immons  and Mr. Orr to

discover wha t cla ims  the  Divis ion would try to ra ise  in pos t-hea ring brie fing, and de fend

1 4 against them.

1 5

1 6

The  Divis ion 's  Argume nt tha t Orr Cons e n te d  to  Trying  the  Is s ue  o f His

Direc t Liability By Ra is ing  The  Is s ue  With  His  Own Tes timony is  Bas e le s s .

1 7

1 8

1 9

20

2 1

According to the  Divis ion's  Reply, Orr te s tified tha t he  had a  "mee ting with four people ,

te lling them about Ba rce lona  Advisors  ove r drinks , and directing them to Mr.

McDonough." P re suma bly, the  Divis ion is  not joking whe n the y a ccuse  Mr. Orr of dire ct

liability for offe ring securitie s  by having drinks  and informing othe rs  of pe rsons  who

might be  inte res ted in inves ting.

22 Mr. Orr's  te s timony actua lly was  tha t he  had socia l drinks , and tha t he  would tum

23 the ir conta ct informa tion ove r to McDonough. The  Divis ion implie s  tha t Mr. Orr

24

25

solicited inves tments , ye t his  te s timony clea rly says  tha t he  did not. T: 749-750. This  is

like  accusing a  Wells  Fargo Bank employee  of se lling securities  if he  te lls  someone  about

26
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1

2

his  job, and then refers  tha t person to a  securities  broker to purchase  Wells  Fargo Bank

shares . The  employee  is  not offe ring or se lling securities .

3 The re  is  No  Cre d ib le  Evide nc e  Tha t Eithe r Mr. S immons  a nd  Mr. Orr We re

4 Co n tro llin g  P e rs o n s .

5

6

Mr. S immons and Mr. Orr agree  tha t, a s  s ta ted by the  Divis ion,

"control" means the  power to direct or cause  the  direction of the  management and

policie s  of a  pe rson.. Ariz. Corp. Comm'n, 206 Ariz. 399,97 Eas te r Vangua rd For ex v.

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

412. Eve ry pe rson who was  in a  pos ition to know, including Mr. Ha rkins , te s tified tha t

Richa rd Ha rkins ("Ha wkins ") was the  sole  controlling person of the  Barce lona  Entities .

All other pe rsons  named as  Executive  Members : Bob Kerrigan, Rod Eaves , Mr. S immons

and Mr. Orr, a ll te s tified to tha t e ffect. No controve rting te s timony was  eve r pre sented.

This  was established in the  Respondents ' post-hearing brie fs , and will not be  re -argued

here . See , e .g., Mr. S immons ' PHB, page  9. The  unique  control mechanisms se t up by

Harkins  in the  opera ting s tructure  for Barce lona  Advisors  gave  him absolute  control over

whe the r or not any issues  were  brought forward as  a  Major Decis ion. According to the

abundant testimony, re ferred to a t length in the  Respondents ' post-hearing brie fs , no

Major Decis ion with respect to the  offe r or sa le  of securitie s  was  ever made .

17 The  Divis ion  Ha s  P re s e n te d  No Evide nc e  of "Contro l" by Eithe r Mr.

18 S im m o n s  o r  Mr .  O rr .

19

20

2 1

22

23

24

25

26

The  Divis ion's  Re ply s e ts  forth a  four a nd one -ha lf pa ge  long

la undry lis t of a dminis tra tive  ta s ks  a lle ge dly pe rforme d by Mr. S immons  a nd Mr. Orr, a ll

of which a re  tota lly irre le va nt to de te rmine  whe the r e ithe r of the m wa s  a  controlling

Exe cutive  Me m be r m a king Ma jor De cis ions . An e xa m ina tion of the  lis t s hows  tha t

virtua lly a ll of the  points  lis te d a re  e ithe r: (a ) ope ra tiona l or a dminis tra tive  a ctions  ta ke n

a t the  dire ction of Ha rkins , or (b) docume nts  pre pa re d, or filings  ma de , by Ha rkins

unila te ra lly without the  cons e nt or a pprova l of Mr. S im m ons  or Mr. Orr.  Obje c tive ly

e xa mine d, it is  obvious  tha t the  piling on of pa ge s  of irre le va nt a mounts  to no cre dible

e vide nce  of control.

27

28
9



P a rts  V a nd  VI o f the  Divis ion 's  Re p ly Argue  About the  Te s timony

Pres ented , and Are  Not P rope rly Addres s ed He re . It is  for Judge  P re ny to we igh the

RES P ECTFULLY S UBMITTED S e pte mbe r s 2016.I

Cla rk  Hill P LC

By: /
Charles R. Berry, 003879
Stanley R. Foreman, 032320
14850 N. Scottsdale Road, Suite 500
Scottsdale, AZ 85254
Counsel for Respondents
George T Simmons and
Janet B. Simmons

Q* \ u

m.

3ruce/Orr .
3757 Falcon Avenue
Long Beach, CA 90807

ORIGINAL a nd thirte e n copie s  of the  fore going
filed this  September , 2016:

Docke t Control
Arizona  Corpora tion Commiss ion
1200 West Washington Stree t
P hoe nix, AZ 85007

COPY of the  foregoing hand-de live red
this 2  d ay of September, 2016 to:

1

2

3

4 evidence  were  se t forth in the ir pos t-hea ring brie fs .

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

Ma tthe w J . Aube rt
Dire ctor of S e curitie s
Arizona  Corpora tion Commiss ion
1300 W. Washington Stree t, 3rd Floor
P hoe nix, AZ 85007

Z
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1 Ma rk P re ny
Adminis tra tive  La w Judge
He a ring Divis ion
Arizona  Corpora tion Commiss ion
1200 W. Washington Stree t
Phoenix, AZ 85007

2

3

4

5

6

7

P a ul Kitchin
S e curitie s  Divis ion
Arizona  Corpora tion Commis s ion
1300 W. Washington, 3rd Floor
P hoe nix, AZ 85007

8
COP Y of the  fore going ma ile d

9 t h i s  2 day of September, 2016 to :

10

11

US A Ba rce lona  Re a lty Advis ors , LLC
c/o Richard C. Hawkins
4422 Eas t Lupine  Avenue
P hoe nix, AZ 8502812

13

14

US A Ba rce lona  Hote l La nd Compa ny I, LLC
c/o Richa rd C. Ha rkins
4422 Eas t Lupine  Avenue
P hoe nix, AZ 8502815

16

17

Richard C. Hawkins
4422 Eas t Lupine  Avenue
P hoe nix, AZ 85028

18

19

Robe rt J . Ke rriga n
8062 E. De l Torna s ol Drive
S cotts da le , AZ 85258

20

21

22
204939962.4 51742/190074

23

24

25

26

27

28
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